ABSTRACT: Financial means for multifunctional forestry activities come from different public sources, both national and international ones. There are several basic types of financial instruments used for the supporting of non-market forest services, both direct and indirect ones. Financial means should be accounted and treated separately by their different social and economic essence, as proper subsidies, compensations and payments for services. Financial means going to forestry are generally considered as subsidies in the Czech Republic (CR). But overall it can be stated that only a small part of the financial sources going to forestry via the Ministry of Agriculture is real subsidies. Out of the annual average of 657 million CZK of financial sources going to forestry through the mediation of the Ministry of Agriculture, indicated officially as subsidies, only 279 million CZK (42.5%) were real subsidies flowing into forestry in the period
Forestry is generally considered as an important multifunctional activity with economic, ecological and social impacts on the society, reproducing and securing both market and non-market forest services. Support of multifunctional forestry activities and especially financial aid comes from different public sources both national and internationalespecially from European Union (EU).
Under a multifunctional concept of forestry and forest management, the economic effectiveness of forestry based only on market timber production can be considerably affected by claims of intensification of non-market forest services. Forestry as a timber production activity can be restricted for different reasons to a great extent, but especially for an improvement of non-market forest environmental services.
It becomes more and more evident that forest market production (especially timber production) and occasionally other traditional forest market products will not be able to finance the increasing demand of the public for non-market forest services in particular countries. The supplying of such services usually enhances costs of production and reduces incomes from timber supplies. Therefore, forest owners and lessees have to look for other possibilities how to include traditional non-market forest products and services into the market frame (Sisak 2004 ).
An important role in the promotion of forest services can be played by conflicts of interests between different groups of stakeholders in the framework of society in particular countries. Concrete detail structures of financial instruments promoting nonmarket forest services can be different in the practice of particular countries (Kaliszewski 2004) , having various forms, importance, intensity and efficiency. Nevertheless, generally, the principles of the instruments are very similar in different countries. The instruments are not very often independent but, in general, they are mutually linked, interrelated. Among many different types of instru- ments promoting non-market forest services, the greatest attention is focused above all on economic instruments and among them especially on financial instruments. The structure of multifunctional forestry financing was discussed by Schmithüsen et al. (2009) and by Schmithüsen (2004) . Important analyses were performed dealing with problems of forestry financing from public sources, both national and international ones, in socio-economic conditions similar to the CR. In this case the following contributions can be cited by Šálka (2002) , Kovalčík et al. (2010) and Kovalčík (2011a, b) .
On the other hand, there is a lack of analyses dealing with the share of non-market forest services used by the population of the CR. Since 1994 regular annual analyses have been performed only in the areas of forest frequentation by the population of the CR, and of non-wood forest product collection and its socio-economic importance in the CR, using face to face interviews in representative samples (quota selection) of the CR population (Report … 2009).
MATERIAL AND METHODS
There are many basic financial instruments, both the direct and indirect ones, that are used for the promotion of multifunctional forestry. In the framework of the Czech Republic (CR) we can generally speak about the following tools: subsidies, compensations, tax concessions, soft loans, purchase of forestlands, purchase of forest services, ecolabelling, voluntary agreements, research grants, extension, consultant and advisory services, and information campaigns. Of them, the essence of subsidies, compensations and purchases of forest services has been analysed in greater detail.
The official documents considering generally the national, regional and also international budget funds for the forestry sector as subsidies into forestry were analysed. The investigation was based mainly on annual reports issued by the Ministry of Agriculture: Reports on the State of Forests and Forestry in the Czech Republic (2005, 2007, 2009 ). The cited reports were at disposal in the period of the analysis performed, covering the years 2004-2009. The analysis is related to the respective institutional framework of the forestry sector and its development. The State forest administration consists of three levels -ministerial, regional and local. Ministerial and regional offices are especially responsible for implementing the financial contribution programmes.
RESULTS
Financing of forestry from public sources in the Czech Republic traditionally comes from numerous institutions and programmes. The system of forestry financing in the CR is rather complicated Sisak, Chytry 2004; Jarsky 2005; Sisak 2007 ). Previous analyses accentuated the need to create a networked and simpler system of financing. However, the opposite is the case.
Currently, the way of forestry funding is inadequately organised because funds from regional and national authorities have not been integrated sufficiently with each other. Furthermore, there is no clear distinction between subsidies, compensations and payments for the benefits the forests provide. It is desirable that the compensations of economic loss caused by delivering of environmental services are clearly separated from the subsidies and accounted for separately. This would contribute to a substantially higher standard of decision-making on resource allocation and to a greater transparency of forestry funding, not only within the Czech Republic but also across the European Union (Sisak 2007) . Financial means from public resources should be divided into: (a) subsidies from public budgets (donation, gift, contribution, support) paid by the society, by the public, its parts, communities, based on regulations and paid to forest owners and lessees for such multifunctional forest management that meets desired societal requirements; financial means that should have motivation effects but they are very often used instead of compensations and purchase of services. The owners and lessees must ask for subsidies but they are not entitled to receive such finance, depending on additional circumstances. Forest owners are completely in an uneven, underprivileged position to the institutions paying for the provision of non-market forest services needed, demanded by the society and its parts (very often imposed by law and related regulations). (b) compensations (reimbursement for economic detriments) paid by the society, by the public, its parts, communities, based on payments for economic losses to forest owners and lessees, caused by forest management restrictions increasing expenses and reducing incomes, i.e. deteriorating the economic efficiency of timber production, caused by non-market requirements of the society (no donations, subsidies). The owners and lessees must ask for compensations and they are entitled to receive such finance in accordance with respective regulations. Forest owners and lessees have a partially equal economic and political position to the institutions paying for the provision of nonmarket forest services needed, demanded by the society and its parts (very often imposed by law and related regulations). (c) purchase of forest services paid by the society, by the public, its parts, communities, based on market nature payments for intensified environmental services provided by multifunctional forestry to the public (no donations, subsidies nor compensations). Forest owners and lessees are in an equal economic and political position with those paying for respective services. Public budget finance going to forestry is traditionally perceived as subsidies but it is highly questionable to indicate all the mentioned funds as support, thus subsidies (gifts from taxes, from public budgets) from political and economic points of view both in the CR and in the international environment (EU).
The persons who receive such information can get an entirely unrealistic and biased conception of reality and as a result, they can react and make decisions in an inadequate way. The situation and trend of funds flowing into forestry over the recent years (the data is available from) can be seen in the following structure presented in Tables 1-3. The government financial obligations (Table 1) considered generally and traditionally as subsidies do not represent in reality the financial support in terms of subsidies for owners, lessees, or forest managers. In fact, they are not any donations from public resources given to subjects in forestry by the society. They are not even compensations, i.e. payments for economic losses to those subjects that implement the particular works either by order or compulsion to satisfy public interest or for general welfare. The concern is completely different; they are regular payments for services required by the government because of public (governmental) interest. It is a purchase of services required by the State. Otherwise, these services would not and could not be normally implemented in the market economy. This cannot be ignored. We have to acknowledge the government (public) needs for such payments and allocate the given volumes of funds and services into relevant categories.
Services presented in Table 2 must be divided into two groups. The first item, aerial liming and fertilising in air-polluted areas, is carried out to restore site quality or site and production conditions impaired in forests as a result of anthropic activities, i.e. damage caused by domestic or international industrial pollution. The State has not been able to cover economic losses and damage caused to owners by negative externalities of industry, not even per curiam. The State compensates a part of the detriments and damage in this way; however, quite insufficiently. Therefore, it is not right if the government administration claims that the forest owners are subsidized, financially supported, even presented with charitable gifts for the regulation of site and production conditions. The forests were damaged by industrial production and pollutants within the framework of society and government, and thus the damage must be righteously compensated. The other three items (2-5) can be considered as subsidies, financial contributions donated by the government to help subjects in forestry. Nevertheless, they are not only pure subsidies focused on the reinforcement of the production function; they also follow to a great extent the societal desire to improve the quality of forests and all their nonmarket functions in the public interest.
Of the items listed in Table 3 , item No.1 (Regeneration of forests damaged by air pollution) can be regarded as compensation, i.e. recovery for the detriment and damage caused to the forest owners by air pollution. It is a similar case like in Table 2 , item No. 1, while items 2 and 7 (Table 3) can be considered as real subsidies, i.e. financial assistance to provide relevant activities, even though these activities are also connected with the needs of society as a whole, not just with the needs of the given subjects.
Items 3-6 can be described as the purchase of particular services required by society and the state administration. Comparing the available funds on the one hand and the real expenses on the other hand, we can say that in a number of items, the payments compared to really spent costs are quite insufficient. In this way, the government is trying to shift a substantial part of the expenses, which were imposed by the government, for the activities implemented on its own behalf onto the shoulders of forest owners. It should be reiterated, these are not essentially subsidies, donations, contributions to someone for their own activities. Item No. 3 (grouping of the small-sized forest owners) is the current focus of the public administration; it simplifies bureaucracy and organization of the public forest administration and its financial demands and at the same time improves the quality of multifunctional forest management, which is a societal concern. Item No. 4 can be interpreted as the purchasing of services by the government because the public interest is the forest owner, manager or lessee using more lower-impact technologies, which are, however, less economically efficient than the conventional ones.
Items No. 5 and 6 represent typical purchases of services. The care of enumerated endangered species of wild animals and cost covering is considered as a subsidy while in reality it is a purchase of forest service produced by forest owners and lessees. As for item 6, the government administration traditionally tends to claim that the forest management plan is an instrument of the forest owner, manager or lessee who need it to manage their forest property (it truly might have been so long ago). Nevertheless, if it really currently worked in this way, then the government would not state that the owners are obliged to manage forests according to the forest management plan (Forest Act No. 289/1995) . Furthermore, the government would not order that the relevant subjects are obliged to have the forest management plan elaborated by authorised companies to a predetermined level of quality and thus for a given price, that they need to have it approved by the state forest administration authorities and then adhere to it when managing their forest property.
In the Czech Republic's current socio-economic, cultural and legal environment the forest manage- ment plan is actually not only the owner's instrument but also it is above all an instrument of society and the state administration. Not only is it the administration's tool for ensuring that forest management is in accordance with the current views of politicians and relevant experts but also providing information required by the public administration (including information on the condition of the forests and the development of management with respect to society's needs). Therefore, the public financial means financing partially forest management plans are not a subsidy in this case, it means they are not either government donation or compensation for a detriment, i.e. higher or extraordinary expenses accrued by the owner, lessee or forest manager in the market environment. In reality, these finances represent purchases of services by the government, especially the acquisition of the forest management plan as an instrument ensuring that the desired standard of forest management is carried out by the owners (according to the institutionalized opinion of public authorities), and they are also a purchase of information for the authorities.
Overall it can be stated that only a small part of the financial resources going to forestry via the Ministry of Agriculture is real subsidies. Out of the annual average of the values from the years 2004 to 2009 (Tables 1-3) amounting to 657 million CZK of financial resources going to forestry through the mediation of the Ministry of Agriculture indicated as subsidies, only 279 million CZK are real subsidies flowing into forestry itself, which is only 42.5% of the indicated funds -significantly less than the stated amount. And even these considerably constrained funds are not provided only to help the forest owners, lessees and forest managers assert themselves in the market but to motivate them to maintain the forests in desired condition, thus, in other words, to serve the public interest.
Out of financial means via the Ministry of Agriculture, there is other finance going to forestry from national and international sources within the Rural Development Programme of the Czech Republic for the Period 2007-2013. Also these programmes have similar conceptual problems like the above analysed programmes.
CONCLUSIONS
The analysis proves that the situation in forestry financing from public sources is rather confusing and difficult. A relatively large amount of titles and resources raises a presumption of significant provision of financial means for multifunctional forestry. However, these sums are very small in volume and their financial management is complicated and demanding in terms of organization, administration and finance.
Financing (or financial contributions) should be divided into the following categories: compensation for economic losses, purchase of particular services, and subsidies.
Distinction between subsidies, reimbursement and payments for multifunctional forestry is still vague, their clearer separation would contribute to a considerably higher level of decision making with regard to the distribution of resources as well as helping to make funding more transparent not only in the Czech Republic but also across the EU.
